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MVEMORANDUM OPI NI ON

CHI ECHI, Judge: This case is before the Court on respon-

The proceedi ngs herein were automatically stayed when
petitioner filed a petition for bankruptcy with the U S. Bank-
ruptcy Court for the Northern District of Texas on Mar. 5, 2002.
On Mar. 17, 2003, after that bankruptcy proceedi ng was di sm ssed,
the Court lifted the automatic stay. The proceedi ngs herein were
automatically stayed again when petitioner filed another petition
for bankruptcy with the U S. Bankruptcy Court for the Northern
District of Texas on Aug. 6, 2003. On Sept. 12, 2005, after that
bankruptcy proceedi ng was di scharged, the Court lifted the
automatic stay.
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dent’s notion for summary judgnent (respondent’s notion).2 W
shal | grant respondent’s notion.

Backgr ound

The record establishes and/or the parties do not dispute the
fol | ow ng.

Petitioner resided in Euless, Texas, at the tinme he filed
the petition in this case.

Petitioner did not file a Federal incone tax (tax) return
for any of his taxable years 1992, 1993, and 1994. Respondent
prepared a substitute for return for each such year

On March 17, 1999, respondent issued to petitioner a notice
of deficiency (notice) with respect to his taxable years 1992,
1993, and 1994, which he received. |In that notice, respondent
determ ned a deficiency in, and an addition to, petitioner’s tax
for each such year, as foll ows:

Addition to Tax

Year Defi ci ency Under Sec. 6651(a)(1)3
1992 $1, 369 $108
1993 1, 369 312
1994 994 223

Petitioner did not file a petition with the Court with

respect to the notice relating to his taxable years 1992, 1993,

2Al t hough the Court ordered petitioner to file a response to
respondent’s notion, petitioner failed to do so.

SAll section references are to the Internal Revenue Code in
effect at all relevant tines. Al Rule references are to the Tax
Court Rules of Practice and Procedure.
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and 1994. Instead, on or about June 5, 1999, in response to the
notice, petitioner sent a letter (petitioner’s June 5, 1999
letter) to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) that contained
statenents, contentions, argunents, and/or requests that the
Court finds to be frivolous and/or groundl ess.*

On July 19, 1999, respondent assessed petitioner’s tax, as
well as an addition to tax and interest as provided by |law, for
each of his taxable years 1992, 1993, and 1994. (W shall refer
to those unpaid assessed anounts, as well as interest as provided
by | aw accrued after July 19, 1999, as petitioner’s unpaid
liabilities for 1992, 1993, and 1994.)

On July 19, 1999, respondent issued to petitioner a notice
of bal ance due with respect to petitioner’s unpaid liabilities
for 1992, 1993, and 1994, as required by section 6303. On August
23, 1999, respondent issued a second notice of balance due with
respect to those unpaid liabilities.

On March 23, 2000, respondent issued to petitioner a final
notice of intent to |levy and notice of your right to a hearing
(notice of intent to levy) with respect to (1) petitioner’s

unpaid liabilities for 1992, 1993, and 1994 and (2) a frivol ous

‘Petitioner’s June 5, 1999 letter is very simlar to the
letters that certain other taxpayers with cases in the Court sent
to the IRS in response to the notices issued to them See, e.g.,
Copel and v. Comm ssioner, T.C. Meno. 2003-46; Smth v. Conm s-
sioner, T.C Meno. 2003-45.
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return penalty under section 6702 with respect to his taxable
year 1998.

On or about April 7, 2000, in response to the notice of
intent to levy, petitioner filed Form 12153, Request for a
Col | ection Due Process Hearing (petitioner’s Form 12153), and
requested a hearing with respondent’s Appeals Ofice (Appeals
Ofice).® Petitioner’s Form 12153 contai ned statenents, conten-
tions, argunents, and/or requests that the Court finds to be
frivol ous and/or groundl ess.®

On or about August 17, 2000, petitioner sent a letter
(petitioner’s August 17, 2000 letter) to a settlenent officer
wi th respondent’s Appeals Ofice (settlenment officer) in which
petitioner requested certain docunents. That letter contained

requests that the Court finds to be frivolous and/or groundl ess.”’

°The notice of intent to levy did not pertain to peti-
tioner’s taxable year 1996. Nonethel ess, petitioner indicated in
petitioner’s Form 12153 that he was requesting a hearing with
respondent’s Appeals Ofice with respect to that year as well as
his taxable years 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1998.

SPetitioner’s Form 12153 contai ned statenents, contentions,
argunents, and/or requests that are simlar to the statenents,
contentions, argunments, and/or requests contained in the attach-
ments to Fornms 12153 filed with the IRS by certain other taxpay-
ers wwth cases in the Court. See, e.g., Copeland v. Conm s-
sioner, supra; Smth v. Conm Ssioner, supra.

‘Petitioner’s August 17, 2000 |etter contained requests that
are simlar to the requests that certain other taxpayers with
cases in the Court made to the IRS. See, e.g., Copeland v.

Conmm ssioner, supra; Smth v. Conm Ssioner, supra.
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On or about August 22, 2000, in response to petitioner’s
August 17, 2000 letter, respondent’s settlenment officer sent a
letter to petitioner. That letter stated in pertinent part:

Your letter dated August 17, 2000, addressed to IRS
Appeal s for docunents and records has been forwarded
for processing to the IRS North Texas Disclosure Ofice
* * *  This is the responsible office for your re-
quest. * * *

On or about April 10, 2001, an Appeals officer with respon-
dent’s Appeals Ofice (Appeals officer) sent petitioner a letter
(Appeal s officer’s April 10, 2001 letter). That letter stated in
pertinent part:

The District issued a Final Notice of Intent to Levy on
March 23, 2000 for taxes due for the years ended
Decenber 31, 1992, 1993 and 1994 and a Civil Penalty
for the year ended Decenber 3, 1998 [sic]. You re-
guested a Col |l ection Due Process Hearing on April 7,
2000. Your case was forwarded to the Dallas Appeal s

O fice and was assigned to * * * [respondent’s settle-
ment officer]. * * * [Respondent’s settlenent officer]
responded to your letter of August 17, 2000 in which
you requested docunents and records and informed you
that this is the responsibility of the IRS s D sclosure
Ofice.

Your case has been transferred to ne.

* * * * * * *

Appeal s has jurisdiction in this case to hear rel evant
issues related to unpaid liability, challenges to the
appropri ateness of collection actions, offers of col-
| ection alternatives and chal | enges to the underlying
l[iability.

On Form 12153, Request for Collection Due Process, you
listed the year endi ng Decenber 31, 1996. This year
was not included on the Final Notice.
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Under | RC 6330(c)(2)(B), a taxpayer nay not chall enge
the underlying tax liability if the taxpayer received a
Statutory Notice of Deficiency or otherw se had the
opportunity to dispute the liability. A Statutory
Notice was issued for the years 1992, 1993 & 1994 on
March 17, 1999. 1In a letter dated June 5, 1999 you
acknow edged receipt of the Statutory Notice. The
underlying liability existence or amobunts are not

i ssues to be discussed during the due process hearing.

On or about May 5, 2001, in response to the Appeals offi-
cer’s April 10, 2001 letter, petitioner sent a letter (peti-
tioner’s May 5, 2001 letter) to respondent’s Appeals officer.
That | etter contai ned statenents, contentions, argunents, and/or
requests that the Court finds to be frivol ous and/or groundl ess.

On or about May 9, 2001, in response to petitioner’s May 5,
2001 letter, the Appeals officer sent a letter (Appeals officer’s
May 9, 2001 letter) to petitioner. That letter stated in perti-
nent part:

In the Reform Act of 1998, Congress enacted Sections
6320 (Pertaining to Liens) and 6330 (Pertaining to
Levies) to provide due process protections for taxpay-
ers in tax collection matters. Sec. 6330 generally
provi des that the Conm ssioner cannot proceed with the
collection of taxes by way of |levy on a taxpayer’s
property until the taxpayer has been given notice and
the opportunity for an adm nistrative review of the
matter (in the formof an Appeals Ofice hearing), and
if dissatisfied, with Judicial review of the adm nis-
trative determnation in either the Tax Court or Fed-
eral District Court. |.R C section 6330(d). A hear-
ing in Appeals is not a court proceeding or a trial.

It is infornal

In Davis V. Conm ssioner, 115 T.C (July 31, 2000), The
Court stated that the hearing at the Appeals |evel have
hi storically been conducted in an informal setting.
Section 601.106(c).
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The Court al so stated that when Congress enacted sec-
tion 6330 and required that taxpayers be given an
opportunity to seek a pre-levy hearing wth Appeals,
Congress was fully aware of the existing nature and
function of Appeals. Nothing in section 6330 or the

| egi sl ative history suggests that Congress intended to
alter the nature of an Appeals hearing. The Court
concl uded that Congress contenplated the type of infor-
mal adm ni strative Appeals hearing that has been his-
torically conducted by Appeals and prescribed by sec-
tion 601.106(c).

As to your request to record the hearing, you are

wel cone to have your tape recorder with you. | wll

al so record the hearing. Wth respect to the informa-

tion you requested, enclosed is a copy of I.R C. 63320

and | . R C. 6330 and the applicable regulations. Since

t he enactnent of the 1998 | aw, there has been many

court cases dealing with due process issues. You nay

want to check sonme of these cases to see what the

courts opinion is. These cases also refer to the | aw

and its inplenmentation. [Reproduced literally.]

On or about June 13, 2001, in response to the Appeals
officer’s May 9, 2001 letter, petitioner sent a letter (peti-
tioner’s June 13, 2001 letter) to respondent’s Appeals officer.
That | etter contai ned statenents, contentions, argunents, and/or
requests that the Court finds to be frivolous and/or groundl ess.?

On or about June 29, 2001, in response to petitioner’s June
13, 2001 letter, the Appeals officer sent a letter to petitioner.

That letter stated in pertinent part:

8Petitioner’s June 13, 2001 |letter contained statenents,
contentions, argunments, and/or requests that are simlar to the
statenents, contentions, argunents, and/or requests that certain
ot her taxpayers with cases in the Court nmade to the IRS. See,
e.g., Copeland v. Comm ssioner, T.C Meno. 2003-46; Smth v.
Comm ssioner, T.C Meno. 2003-45.
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| will hold a Collection Due Process Hearing, as you

requested, at the Appeals Ofice in Dallas, on July 9,

2001 at 10:00 am As for the docunents you requested,

pl ease contact Disclosure Ofice * * *. The Collection

Due Process Hearing will be conducted based on Coll ec-

tion Due Process Procedures under |I.R C. 6320 and 6330

and the RS regulations relating to these Code sec-

tions.

On July 9, 2001, respondent’s Appeals officer held an
Appeals Ofice hearing wwth petitioner with respect to the notice
of intent to levy. At the Appeals Ofice hearing, the Appeals
of ficer gave petitioner, inter alia, a docunent known as MTRA- X,
a literal transcript of account with respect to each of his
taxabl e years 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1998.

On August 6, 2001, the Appeals Ofice issued to petitioner a
noti ce of determ nation concerning collection actions under
section 6320 and/or 6330 (notice of determ nation). That notice
stated in pertinent part:

Summary of Deternination

The District’s proposed action is appropriate. The tax
l[iability and the civil penalty are valid, due and
out st andi ng.
An attachnent to the notice of determ nation (attachnment to the
notice of determnation) stated in pertinent part:

MATTERS CONSI DERED AT THE APPEALS HEARI NG

. On March 17, 2000, the Small Business/ Sel f -
Enpl oyed Operating Division mailed letter 1058,
Final Notice of Intent to Levy, to M. Dunbar for
incone tax liability outstanding for the tax years
ended Decenber 31, 1992, 1993 and 1994 and Civil
Penalty under |.R C. 6702 for 1998.
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. M. Dunbar requested a hearing by conpleting form
12153 on April 7, 2000. A hearing was held on
July 9, 2001. He listed the sane periods in addi-
tion to 1996. The year 1996 is not included on
the Notice and therefore is not subject to a Col -
| ecti on Due Process Hearing. Notice CP504, Urgent
Notice, was issued for 1996.

Hi story/ Years | nvol ved

* * * * * * *

M. Dunbar’s main argunent is that there are no re-
quirements for filing federal incone tax returns [for
his taxable years 1992, 1993, and 1994] and there are
no requirenments to pay federal income tax. These
argunents are invalid. The taxes for 1992, 1993 and
1994 were assessed after a Statutory Notice of Defi-
ciency was issued. The penalty was assessed after he
failed to file a proper incone tax return for 1998.

During the hearing, M. Dunbar was provided with a copy
of the Statutory Notice of Deficiency and a copy of
MFTRA- X transcri pt showi ng the assessnents. Under
|. R C. 6330(c)(2)(B), a taxpayer may not chall enge the
underlying tax liability or the anount if the taxpayer
received a Statutory Notice of Deficiency. M. Dunbar
did and this was nmade clear to himin Appeals letter
dated April 10, 2001 and during the hearing.

During the collection due process hearing, M. Dunbar
presented the sane argunents. M. Dunbar wanted to
know if there is a requirenment for filing incone tax
returns and paynent of federal inconme tax. He wanted
to see Form 1040 and approval of the use of such form
He wanted the rules and inplenenting regul ations that
govern the hearing and a copy of the volune, date and
page of the federal register in which these rules were
published. A copy of I.R C. 6320 and 6330 were pro-
vided to M. Dunbar along with the Incone Tax Regul a-
tions for these sections. M. Dunbar was not con-
vinced. In one of his letters, M. Dunbar wanted a
phot ograph of the appeals officer and any w tnesses
appeal s wants to present at the hearing.

On his Form 12153, Request for Collection Due Process
hearing, and during the hearing, M. Dunbar stated that
there was no Notice a Demand for paynment provided to
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him He was infornmed that the transcript indicates
that such notices were issued. These notices are
issued within (10) days from assessnent. M. Dunbar
wanted to know if I RS personnel have the authority to

i ssue notices and adjust inconme tax returns? He wanted
copi es of del egation orders and authorization fromthe
Secretary.

Qur system of taxation is dependent on taxpayers’
belief that the laws they follow apply to everyone.

The courts have consistently upheld the constitutional -
ity of the federal incone tax. See Schiff v. Conm s-
sioner, T.C M 1984-223, aff’'d, 751 F.2d 116(2" Cir
1984) .

Appeal s cannot consider argunents dealing with the
legality of the federal tax |aw

Whet her an individual is liable for income tax is
determ ned under Subtitle A of the Internal Revenue
Code (the Code), Chapter 1, Subchapter A- Determ nation
of Tax Liability. Part I, Section 1, inposes a tax on
t he taxabl e income of every individual. Wether an

i ndi vidual has taxable inconme is determ ned under
Chapter 1, Subchapter B- Conputation of Taxable I ncone.

Part |, Section 63, defines “taxable income”, gener-
ally, as gross inconme mnus the deductions allowed by
Chapter 1.

The current federal tax |law enacted by Congress is the
Code. Section 6001 and 6011 of the Code provide, in
pertinent part, that every person liable for any tax

i nposed by the Code shall make a return. Section 6012
of the Code provides that a federal inconme tax return
shal | be nmade by every individual whose gross inconme
equal s or exceeds certain anmounts. “Shall” as used in
Sections 6001, 6011 and 6012 neans “nust”; “must” means
to be required to. Wio is required by the Code to file
areturnis explained in the instructions for Form 1040
under the heading “Filing Requirenments”.

Section 6001 of the Code states that every person
liable for a tax inposed by the Code shall nake returns
and conply with such rules and regul ations as the
Secretary of the Treasury may fromtine to tine pre-
scribe. Section 1.6012(a)(6) of the Inconme Tax Regul a-
tions states that Form 1040 is prescribed for general
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use in making the return required under Section 6012 of
t he Code.

During the hearing, this was explained to M. Dunbar
and he was provided wwth a summary of Code sections and
appl i cabl e regul ations dealing with inposition of tax
and the requirenent for filing inconme tax returns.

Collection issued its Final Notice of Intent to Levy
and filed its NFTL based on valid and outstandi ng tax
l[tability and M. Dunbar was provided with the right to
request a hearing.

Col l ecti on Due Process Heari ng:

This Appeals O ficer has never dealt with M. Dunbar
before on any matter.

1. APPLI CABLE LAW AND ADM NI STRATI VE PROCEDURES

We have closely reviewed the adm nistrative file and
the other appropriate records of the Internal Revenue
Service (Audit files, transcripts, assessnents nmade and
paynents credited and actions by the Coll ection Divi-
sion). W have nade inquires to the Secretary regard-
ing the issues raised during the hearing and the Secre-
tary furnished us with their position on these matters.
The tax liability is valid. A Final Notice of Intent
to levy was issued based on an outstanding liability
and M. Dunbar was provided with the right to request a
hearing. His request was tinely and a hearing was held
on July 9, 2001.

The Final Notice issued is based on a valid and out -
standing tax liability for 1992, 1993 and 1994 * * *,
M. Dunbar was provided with his right to request a
hearing. A Collection Due Process Hearing was held at
the Dallas Appeals Ofice.

Qur determnation is that the Secretary has conplied
with the applicable |aw and adm ni strative procedures
Wi th respect to the periods included in the Secretary’s
noti ce.
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2. RELEVANT | SSUES PRESENTED BY THE TAXPAYER

The argunents presented during the hearing dealt with
the legality of federal incone tax. M. Dunbar’s
position is that there are no requirenents for filing

i ncone tax returns or paynent of federal incone tax
l[iability. He filed income tax returns with $0 entries
for all items on such returns except for taxes wth-

hel d.

During the hearing M. Dunbar presented no valid argu-
ments and no valid alternatives. M. Dunbar was told

t hat Appeals couldn’t consider argunents dealing with
the legality of the federal tax law. A letter was
mailed to M. Dunbar on July 9, 2001 confirm ng discus-
sions during the hearing. Based on M. Dunbar’s re-
guest he audi o recorded the hearing.

3. Spousal Defenses not an issue in this case.

This was not presented as an issue in this case.

4. Chal | enges nade to the appropri ateness of the
coll ection action

The liability is due and outstanding. M. Dunbar
argued the legality of the federal tax | aw and not the
anount s.

Matters that are well established in |aw and precedent
concerning the legality of incone tax do not require
di scussion. The courts have consistently upheld the
constitutionality of the federal incone tax.

In Pierson v. Conmi ssioner, 115 T.C. No. 39 (Dec. 14,
2000), the taxpayer argued that he had no income sub-
ject to tax, and Appeals issued a Notice of Determ na-
tion. The Tax Court found this position groundl ess.

Since the liability was not paid and M. Dunbar contin-
ues to present invalid argunents dealing with the
legality of the tax | aw and provided no valid alterna-
tives, the collection action proposed is appropriate.
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5. Collection Alternatives offered by the Tax-
payer

During the hearing, Installnment Agreenents and O fer in
Conmprom se Procedures were di scussed. A taxpayer may
request an Install nent Agreenment or an Ofer to be
considered for paynment of an outstanding tax liability.
However, these can only be consi dered when a taxpayer
is in conpliance with tax law. M. Dunbar is not in
conpliance and he did not conplete the financial infor-
mation forms requested. M. Dunbar provided no valid
alternatives

6. VWhet her the coll ection action represents a
bal ance between the need for the efficient
collection of taxes and the leqgitimte con-
cern that such action be no nore intrusive
t han necessary for collection of taxes due.

The action proposed does bal ance the need for efficient

collection of taxes due and M. Dunbar’s concern that

it be no nore intrusive than necessary. M. Dunbar

argued the legality of the tax law. He filed incone

tax returns with $0 entries on all itens except for

i nconme taxes withheld. Under such circunstances, the

District’s action is necessary to protect the Govern-

ment interest and it is appropriate. M. Dunbar is not

in conpliance with filing requirenments. [Reproduced

literally.]

In response to the notice of determ nation, the Court
received a letter frompetitioner that the Court had filed as a
“Petition for Lien or Levy Action Under Code Section 6320(c) or
6330(d)”. On January 10, 2002, as ordered by the Court, peti-
tioner filed wwth the Court an anended petition for lien or |evy
action under section 6320(c) or 6330(d) (anended petition).

On March 2, 2006, the Court issued an Order (Court’s March
2, 2006 Order) in which, inter alia, the Court indicated that

petitioner’s pleadings contained statenents, contentions, and
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argunents that the Court found to be frivol ous and groundl ess.?®
In that Order, the Court rem nded petitioner about section
6673(a) (1) and adnoni shed himas foll ows:

In the event that petitioner continues to advance

frivol ous and/or groundl ess statenents, contentions,

and argunents, the Court will be inclined to inpose a

penalty not in excess of $25,000 on petitioner under

section 6673(a)(1), I.R C

On March 17, 2006, the Court received frompetitioner a
pretrial menorandum (petitioner’s pretrial nmenorandum that the
Court had filed as of that date. Petitioner’s pretrial nmenoran-
dum contained (1) certain statenents, contentions, argunents,
and/ or requests that, although stated sonewhat differently, are
very simlar to certain statenents, contentions, argunents,
and/ or requests that petitioner previously advanced and
(2) certain additional statenents, contentions, argunents, and/or
requests that petitioner did not previously advance and that the

Court finds to be frivolous and/ or groundl ess.

Di scussi on

Jurisdictional Mtter

The Court does not have jurisdiction over a frivolous return

penal ty under section 6702. Van Es v. Conm ssioner, 115 T.C

°The frivol ous and/ or groundl ess statenents, contentions,
and/or argunents in petitioner’s anended petition are very
simlar to the frivolous and/or groundl ess statenents, conten-
tions, and/or argunents in the petitions filed with the Court by
certain other taxpayers. See, e.g., Copeland v. Conm ssioner,
T.C. Meno. 2003-46; Smith v. Conmi ssioner, T.C Meno. 2003-45.
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324, 328-329 (2000). The Court will sua sponte dism ss this case
for lack of jurisdiction insofar as the anended petition seeks
review of the notice of determnation as it relates to a frivo-
| ous return penalty under section 6702 wth respect to peti-
tioner’s taxable year 1998.

Respondent’s Mbti on

The Court may grant summary judgnent where there is no
genui ne issue of material fact and a decision nmay be rendered as

a matter of law. Rule 121(b); Sundstrand Corp. v. Conm ssioner,

98 T.C. 518, 520 (1992), affd. 17 F.3d 965 (7th Gr. 1994). W
conclude that there are no genuine issues of material fact
regardi ng the questions raised in respondent’s notion.

Petitioner did not file a petition with the Court with
respect to the notice of deficiency that respondent issued to him
relating to his taxable years 1992, 1993, and 1994. \ere, as is
the case here, the validity of the underlying tax liability is
not properly placed at issue, the Court will review the determ -
nati on of the Conm ssioner of Internal Revenue for abuse of

di scretion. Sego v. Conmm ssioner, 114 T.C 604, 610-611 (2000);

Goza v. Comm ssioner, 114 T.C. 176, 181-182 (2000).

Based upon our exam nation of the entire record before us,
we find that respondent did not abuse respondent’s discretion in

determining to proceed with the collection action as determ ned
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in the notice of determnation with respect to petitioner’s
t axabl e years 1992, 1993, and 1994.

Al t hough respondent does not ask the Court to inpose a
penalty on petitioner under section 6673(a)(1), we now consider
sua sponte whether the Court should inpose a penalty on peti-
tioner under that section. Section 6673(a)(1l) authorizes the
Court to require a taxpayer to pay a penalty to the United States
in an anpbunt not to exceed $25, 000 whenever it appears that a
t axpayer instituted or maintained a proceeding in the Court
primarily for delay or that a taxpayer’s position in such a
proceeding is frivolous or groundl ess.

In the Court’s March 2, 2006 Order, the Court, inter alia,

i ndi cated that petitioner’s pleadings contained statenents,
contentions, and argunents that the Court found to be frivol ous
and groundless. In that Oder, the Court rem nded petitioner
about section 6673(a)(1l) and adnoni shed himthat, in the event he
continued to advance frivol ous and/or groundl ess statenents,
contentions, and argunents, the Court would be inclined to inpose
a penalty not in excess of $25,000 on hi munder section
6673(a)(1).1° Despite the adnonitions in that Order, on March

17, 2006, the Court received frompetitioner and had filed as of

oBef ore petitioner commenced the instant proceedings,
respondent infornmed petitioner in the attachnment to the notice of
determnation that in Pierson v. Comm ssioner, 115 T.C. 576
(2000), “the taxpayer argued that he had no incone subject to tax
* * *  The Tax Court found this position groundless.”
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that date petitioner’s pretrial nmenorandumthat contained state-
ments, contentions, argunments, and/or requests that the Court
finds to be frivol ous and/or groundl ess.

In the instant case, petitioner advances, we believe prinmar-
ily for delay, frivolous and/or groundl ess statenments, conten-
tions, argunents, and/or requests, thereby causing the Court to
waste its limted resources. W shall inpose a penalty on
petitioner pursuant to section 6673(a)(1l) in the anmount of
$1, 000.

We have considered all of petitioner’s statenents, conten-
tions, argunments, and/or requests that are not discussed herein,
and, to the extent we have not found themto be frivol ous and/or
groundl ess, we find themto be without nerit and/or irrel evant.

On the record before us, we shall grant respondent’s notion.

To reflect the foregoing,

An appropriate order and

decision will be entered.




